The marketing literature reveals little agreement on the generalizability of relationship value scales that were developed in earlier works. Relationship value is more investigated methods founded on relationship marketing conception to describe and contribute better managing of the company. In this study, a relationship value scale was developed for a specific context in the principal-retailer relationship. Its involved definition of relationship value, methods for measuring relationship value, impact on sales collaboration, and business performance. These research assessed three alternative models of the dimension structure of relationship value construct then tested for reliability, validity, and confirmatory factor analysis. The result suggested that the four multi-item scales of relationship value developed showed evidence of reliability and validity. This method is recommended to measure relationship value. Further, the findings showed that relationship value has positive effects on both sales collaboration and business performance.
Relationship value derives from the concept of marketing relationship, starting from research development, which is address value creation through the relational dimension (Lapierre, 2005) . Research on relationship value continues to evolve on understanding value creation in business exchanges (Ulaga, 2003) . Value creation is very important in marketing since the existence of an organization is value oriented. Although the concept of value creation has been understood widely as an important factor in companies, many companies do not know what values are and how to measure and create them (Narus, 1998) . The concept of values is very important, but it has very few empirical studies which specifically prove the definition of values, how the value is created, delivered, and perceived by customers. There are two approaches used by many researchers that can be used to define the concept of value, that is the concept of value based on products and the relational approach (Lindgreeen and Wynstra, 2005) .
The product-based approach shows that the value is derived from certain products, namely from transactions in the form of goods or services. It has an assumption that customers tend to maximize the benefits and minimize the costs of value as a tradeoff between benefits and costs on a product (Narus, 1998; Ulaga, 2003; Ulaga and Eggert, 2006; Wilson and Jantrania, 1994) . A relational approach is an extension of the product-based approach which confirms that values are not only coming from certain products but also embedded in buyer-seller relationships consist of relationship activities, resource relationships and personal ties (Ford and Mcdowell, 1999) . The concept of value can be seen from a customer or supplier perspective.
The perceived value is subjective and specific to the individual. It is based on a competitive situation and will be different for each customer. This is a challenge in empirical studies to measure intangible assets in relationships that are embedded in psychological, behavioral, and strategic dimension (Wilson and Jantrania, 1994) . Research conducted by Ulaga and Eggert (2003) combines qualitative (grounded theory) and quantitative (structural equation modeling) approaches on empirical research in industrial markets. They adopted a value approach from a trade-off between benefits and costs. Meanwhile, Ford and Mcdowell (1999) emphasize the value of relationships beyond the financial problem. Value is obtained from knowledge transfer, reputation, and network access. Day GS (2000) emphasizes that strategic values and personal relationship are a basis for building competitive supremacy. A more comprehensive perspective in building relationship value was developed by Biggemann and Buttle (2012) . They stated that relationship value in business is more than a concept of costs and benefits. There are four dimensions of relationship values that is personal, financial, knowledge, and strategic value.
The purpose of this research is to examine the scale of relationship value in the context of a principal-retailer relationship in Indonesia. Furthermore, the validity and reliability tests are carried out on a new scale. This article consists of several sections. The definition of relationship value is discussed in the first section. The next section is generalization from scale items. Then, it is followed by a description of the empirical analysis. Thus, it ends with the main results and limitations of the research.
LITERATURE REVIEW Relationship Value
The concept of relationship value is social exchange theory, which is carried in business for business transactions by researchers (Eiriz and Wilson 2006; Ulaga and Eggert 2001; Wilson and Jantrania 1994) . Based on the assumptions of social exchange theory, economic or social benefits are the result of social interaction between individuals or organizations. Social exchange theory focuses on long-term relationships and ongoing exchange between partners, whether it is individuals or organizations (Tanskanen and Aminoff 2015) . Furthermore, social exchange theory also introduces a time factor in relational exchanges which have the following result; benefits and future costs depend on time, experience, and prediction of outcome in the future. The only organization that provides value to customers can maintain long-term relationships (Richards and Jones 2008) .
Several factors that influence the relationship values consist of measurable and non-measurable factors as well as tangible and non-tangible benefits (Matear and Baxter 2003) . In an industrial context, especially in the dyadic relationship between buyer-seller, relationship values can be seen from the perspective of both parties, namely suppliers and customers (Corsaro et al. 2010) . In relationships, business partners can offer a variety of values to each other (Pimpa 2008) . Therefore, the relationship between partners is based on the presence or the absence of values. Choosing the right supplier will help buyers to improve their perceptions of benefits that will be obtained from suppliers if they establish a cooperative relationship (Kannan and Tan 2006) . Ulaga and Eggert (2006) develop a model for creating differentiation by creating values in manufacturing and supplier relationships. The dimension of relationship value is the relationship between benefits and costs. Current phenomena in business relations indicate that manufacturing is more consolidating the preferred suppliers and looking for alternative suppliers as reserves. Research conducted by marketing experts continuously examine the definition and the concept of relationship value (Table 1 ).
Explanation of relationship value
Relationship value is built from relationship benefit (product quality, service delivery, supplier know how, core business support, Troubleshooting support, personal interaction, sustainability) and sacrifice (price, process cost) Relationship value is built from core product offering, procurement process, and operations Relational norms, knowledge sharing, complementary capabilities, relationship specific assets build up a relationship value Relationship value is a trade-off between multiple benefit and sacrifice based on the perception of key decision makers In suppliers and customers, relationship value consists of product, service and cost dimension In a manufacturer and distributor relationship, relationship value is a trade-off between benefit (product quality, delivery and information support, personal relations) and sacrifice
The trade-off between a sum of benefits and compare to reduce sacrifices (direct product cost) Based on buyers perspectives, relationship value is built from marketing benefits, product benefits, technicalities benefits, logistical benefits, financial benefits, risk reduction benefits, information benefits, and strategic benefits In industrial services, relationship value included economic and strategic benefit is a trade-off between benefit and cost (switching costs and cost advantage)
The trade-off between benefit and sacrifice from the supplier offering, considering with the alternate supplier The perceived trade-off between multiple benefits against the sacrifices by key decision-makers The trade-off between benefit (economic benefits, technical benefits, service benefits, social benefits and sacrifice (price) The trade-off between benefits and sacrifices (price, acquisition and life cycle costs) Wilson and Jantrania (1994) stated that value creation occurs in the social, economic, and political context in which the company is located. Relationship value is constructed from three dimensions that are economic, behavioral, and strategic dimensions. Ford and Mcdowell (1999) emphasize the value of relationships beyond financial problems, values are obtained from knowledge transfer, reputation, and network access. Day GS (2000) emphasizes that strategic values and personal relationship are a basis for building competitive supremacy. Most marketing literature that addresses the value of relationships focuses on the trade-off between benefits and costs.
In relationships, the value perceived by one party cannot be considered by another party as the same thing. Then, the value of the relationship is a perspective (Anderson, J., Jain, D., and Chintagunta, P., 1993) . The value of a relationship can be perceived differently by different members of the same organization. The influence of relationship value is very important for customers, namely commitment to suppliers in an industrial context (Walter, A., Mueller, T. A. and Helfret, G., 2000) . Analysis of relationship value often comes from both suppliers and customer's perspective in a business context (Corsaro and Snehota 2010) .
Research conducted by Tescari and Baltas (2016) shows that the concept of value creation in a relationship is divided according to the source, that is a value that comes from each party (intrinsic value) and relationship value itself (relational value). Intrinsic value is a set of benefits derived from resources belonging to one party. It can be captured by another party in a relationship, even when the relationship is not collaborative. Relational value includes shared benefits obtained as the result of a collaboration between two parties. This approach separates value creation, and value received. However, this concept is contrary to the general approach that tends to unite both of them. The results show that intrinsic value is directly related to the creation of relational value. The greater the creation of relational value, the more value received by each party. The managerial implication of this value creation is each party must be aware of the intrinsic value of their organization and be able to make better use of their resources. Thus, partners are expected to be involved in actions that aim to obtain this value to create bigger value as the result of collaborative actions which finally will benefit each other.
Personal Value
Personal value is a very important factor in buyer-seller relationships to maintain the relationships itself. The value given to a relationship can be related to individual feelings in a social environment. The expected results of actions in a relationship are influenced by individual factors. Most individuals value a limited relationship only based on personal interpretations. Ford and Mcdowell (1999) define value as something related to one's personal beliefs. Barnes (2003) understands the value from feelings and emotions of customers or called as emotional value. According to Biggeman and Buttle (2012) , personal value is a situation in which one of the parties approves or accepts the action of another party in an unusual situation.
Indicators of personal value can be seen when principals are more willing to help customers or provide tolerance in special situations to prevent the termination of relationships. Besides, a personal value can be seen from their customer's retention and reference to other parties, to lead to the creation of financial value (Werner J. Reinartz and V. Kumar 2003) .
Personal value in a relationship is by knowing detailed information about customers and maintaining good relationships with customers. Customers will feel satisfaction with marketers who can interact with customers and have the ability in social relations to be able to read customers' feeling, attitude, and belief (Nguyen and Nguyen, 2011; Ulaga, 2003) . The same results are also revealed by Pels, Brodie, and Johnston (2004) . They argue that developing personal value is an antecedent of customer satisfaction-based relationship value. Personal interaction provides a positive impact and has many benefits in long-term relationships between companies and customers. Social benefits, such as friendship and personal recognition. Psychological benefits, such as reducing anxiety related to credit. Economic benefits, such as discounts and time savings (Lam, 2004) . Indicators of personal value in principal-retailer relationships from the retailer side can be seen from the personal existence of principal, ease of contacting personnel, manners and friendliness, interest and relevance in a relationship, ease of interaction, ease of decision-making processes, ability to establish networks of collaboration, solve problems and reduce anxiety (LefaixDurand, et al., 2009) . Personal interaction between companies and customers continuously become a special relationship asset obtained by the customer.
Financial Value
Relationship value is seen as a comparison of costs and benefits, but it is not easy to assess relationship value from financial factors based on relationships between tangible cost and benefits. Biggeman and Buttle (2012) stated that the closest relationship with customers is an intangible asset and financially valuable when a business is being prepared for sale or called as goodwill. Financial value is associated with economic satisfaction. It is indicated by the improvement of efficiency; obtain a bigger part in business, the belief that relationship quality will help companies to meet sales targets. In a broader view, between principal-retailer relationships, close relations of both will increase business opportunities and efficiency as the result of better planning. Even with such closeness, it will create confidence of principal that customers will obtain satisfaction in the business relationship related to economic result such as improvement in profitability (Kaj Storbacka, 1994) . Success in business relations economically is indicators of achieving goals in relationships, for example, effectiveness, productivity, and performance produced. Financial benefits in relationships between manufacturers and suppliers are related to the openness in negotiations related to financial, flexibility and cost advantages compared to competitors, thus providing more benefits (Lefaix-Durand et al., 2009 ).
Knowledge Value
Knowledge value is an important factor in generating competitive advantage (Dyer and Singh 1998) . The knowledge-based value defines that relationship can provide value in the form of creation and transfer of knowledge, encourage the creation of new ideas, share information or more detailed market intelligence on market conditions as a form of meeting the demands of a growing market.
Closer relationships will provide opportunities for communication that allow parties to share information. Partners will exchange information about market intelligence. Relationship value is the creation of a dynamic "idea generation" that emerged from both parties (Biggeman and Buttle, 2012) . Literature divides knowledge into two types, namely information, and knowledge. Information is defined as knowledge that is easily codified. It can be transmitted without loss of integrity. It is also not bound with syntactic rules that are needed to interpret. It involves knowledge that is covert, rigid, complicated, and difficult to codify (tacit), difficult to imitate and transfer. Compared with information, knowledge (know-how) makes it possible to generate sustainable profits, so that it can outperform from competitors. Overall, parties can find new ways to manage and develop business process into the better one and innovate it together. Ballantyne (2004) stated that the emergence of special knowledge in a relationship is socially built and created together between partners. Knowledge value will enable the emergence of innovative solutions and improve relations of mutual understanding and create trustiness. Knowledge value can also be seen as a cocreation value (Skarmeas et al., 2015) .
Strategic Value
Strategic value is generated from increased stability and a decrease in uncertainty provided by partners in relationships. It is allowing them to extend the planning time. Strategic value provides opportunities for partners to make a better plan, reduce the risk, enable better use of assets and opportunities to build a new business foundation (Biggeman and Buttle, 2012) . The strategic value will emerge as a result of the relationship to increase a company's competitiveness. The idea of getting benefits from the expansion of business networks in relationships is called anticipated constructive effect on network identity (Anderson, et al., 1994 and Lewin et al., 2008) . Torronen and Moller (2003) stated that the function of networks between suppliers is to utilize networks or suppliers as a resource to gain wider access. Strategic value relationship can be indicated through long-term planning and extension of relationship networks. According to Day G.S (2000) , strategic value is an important stimulus in relationship value. The ability to create and maintain a relationship provides a basis for building a competitive advantage. High strategic value generally is seen as a source of competitive advantage (Skarmeas et al. 2016; Doyle, 2000) .
GENERATION OF SCALE ITEMS
Based on the results of the literature review from previous studies on relationship value, it is used as the basis for compiling items in this study. The item reflects the extent to which relationship value influences the relationship between principal and retailer in accordance with the conceptual definition of research. The total of items produced is 23 items. Each item is given a scale of 1 to 5, in which the 1st scale shows strongly disagree, and the 5th scale shows strongly agree. Preliminary tests are conducted to practitioners who are come from the principal, which is the marketing director and sales manager of five principal. In this step, practitioners are asked to identify items that were confusing, difficult to understand, and not relevant to the conditions in Indonesia. Then, the questionnaire is tested on 20 respondents, such as shop owners. It purposes to ensure that respondents understood the items submitted. The result of the whole items tested is shown in Table 2 .
After producing items developed from the previous step, furthermore, items are tested to determine whether it is needed to be removed from an instrument or not. Tests are conducted with Confirmatory Factor Analysis (Hair et al., 2009 ).
The correlation matrix of 23 items that describe the components of personal, financial, knowledge, and strategic value are used as inputs in all models. This study proposes three hypotheses, including: 1) Model 1. Relationship value is conceptualized as a single fact and calculated from 23 covariance items. (Figure 1 ) 2) Model 2. Relationship values are conceptualized into two factors, which are general relationship value and first order factor (Figure 2 ). 
Construct

Measuring items
Personnel from our main supplier always available We are easy to reach the supplier's personnel Our main supplier have friendliness personnel Personnel from our main supplier are easy to interactions Personnel from our main supplier are easy to the decision-making process Our main supplier provides us easy to discussion Personnel can solve the problem Personnel have ability to networking Personnel can reduce concern Our main supplier is open to price negotiation Our main supplier is open to discount negotiation Our main supplier provides the flexibility of payment method Partnership with our main supplier, we have a cost advantage Our main supplier provide efficiency cost Our main supplier provides us information about market intelligent Our main supplier provides us information about new product knowledge Our main supplier provides us information about product innovation We share information We discuss an idea generation to develop the cooperation Our main supplier provide us long term orientation of product planning Our main supplier provide us long term orientation of delivery planning Our main supplier provides us aligned goal orientation Our main supplier provides us to cooperate with other profitable parties 
METHOD
Data is collected to test the model with a population of all paint shops and building materials, including traditional outlet and modern outlets. Research sample used is 259 shops. This research is conducted with questionnaires distributed by a team and formed by researchers in each city. The team is briefed by the researcher regarding the purpose and understanding of questionnaire content. Data analysis used in this study is confirmatory factor analysis. The description of stores profiles based on store categories, length of business, type of legal entity, number of store assets, and length of cooperation with the main principal. Description categories-based is aimed to find out the types of business, such as building materials stores and paint shops. Stores descriptions based on the duration of business aims to determine the experience of respondents in managing the business and the level of 3) Model 3. Covariance among items can be calculated from four first-order factors. Each factor represents different factors of relationship value, and each item only reflects a single component. These four factors may correlate or not.
Figure 1 A relationship value construct (model 1)
ability to maintain business continuity. The result is shown in Table 3 .
RESULT AND DISCUSSION
The measurement model analysis is used to ensure that all indicators or observed variables meet the requirements or valid and have good reliability. In this research, the variable reliability is measured from the results of the standard loading factor (SLF) of each indicator. The results are shown in Table 4 .
Several types of the fit index are used to measure the degree of conformity between models hypothesized with data presented. The researcher is expected to conduct some tests using several fit indexes to measure the "truth" of the proposed model. Some conformity indexes and cut off value used to measure whether a model can be accepted or rejected. Hair et al., (2009) Table 4 Confirmatory factor analysis for the measuring items lute fit measures, incremental fit measures, and parsimonious fit measures. First, a measure of absolute compatibility assesses the extent to which the model matches the sample data. The model compatibility criteria used are chi-square statistics (  2), the goodness of fit index (GFI), root mean square residual (RMSEA), and standardized root mean square residual (RMR). Second, incremental conformity steps assess the incremental suitability of the proposed model compared to zero models. In this case, the zero models are hypothesized as a single factor without any error measurement (Hair et al. 2009 ). Two of the best incremental indexes are TLI (Tucker-Lewis Index) and CFI (Comparative Fit Index) since they are not affected by sample size.
This model also examines all incremental fit measurement, including AGFI (Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index), NFI (Normed Fit Index), RFI (Relative Fit Index) and IFI (Incremental Fit Index). The result of all measurements shows fit results. Third, testing the compatibility of Parsimonious fit measurement which refers to the number of estimated coefficients or vice versa, degree of freedom such as PNFI (Parsimonius Normed Fit Index), PGFI (Parsimonius Goodness of Fit Index) and Normed Chi-Square.
The summary of results from the measurement of the Goodness of Fit Index (GOFI) for three models is shown in Table 5 . According to Hair, et al. (2009) , the assessment of model compatibility is assessed based on how many model measurements can be matched by the research model. The more target matches the value of Goodness of Fit Index measurement is met by the model, the better the research model. Thus, it can be concluded that the whole models have good GOFI. 
GOFI
Assessing Reliability
Reliability is a measure of internal consistency from indicators of products that shows the degree. It shows the degree of each indicator, which is indicating a common construct. Reliability test is also used to examine the research instruments. When it is used several times to measure the same object, it will produce the same data. Two approaches can be done to assess the reliability of the measurement model that is constructed reliability test and variance extracted on each latent variable.
The results of variable measurement model are measured by calculating the value of construct reli- Table 6 .
Assessing Construct Validity
Construct validity aims to determine whether the results of measuring instrument score can reflect the construct of the theory that underlies the preparation of measuring instrument. Validity test is conducted using factor analysis. Relationship between factors will provide information about the measuring instrument, whether it has similarities with the purposes so that it can reduce the number of variables that must be handled by the researcher. Construct validity refers to the quality of measuring instrument used, whether it describes a theoretical construct used as the basis for operational or not. In brief, construct validity is an assessment of how good a researcher interprets theory used into a measuring instrument.
According to Doll et al. (1994) , variable validity is measured in Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). In the first order measurement model, standard factor loadings of the latent variable indicator are estimates of indicator validity itself. Then, in the second order model, standard structural coefficients of higher latent variables in the constructs are estimates of the validity of these factors.
According to Rigdon and Ferguson (2014) and Doll et al. (1994) , a variable can be said to have a good validity on construct or latency variable, if tvalue of loading factor is greater than the critical value (or  1.96) and the standardized loading factor is  0.70. Meanwhile, the guidelines from Hair et al. (2009) about significant factor loading of each item stated that the standardized loading factor  0.50 is very significant.
The result of the validity test on entire items in this study meets the confirmatory factor analysis value so that it can be said that the items are part of relationship value construct. No items have been deleted from the models. This is confirming that principals have to consider all factors to improve relationship value (Figure 3) . Besides, factor analysis can help to find out and identify the characteristics of factors underlying a measuring instrument as well as knowing the relationship between one factor to another one. Criterion-related validity is sometimes called concurrent validity or predictive validity. Criterion-related validity evaluates the correlation between measure and some criterion variable of interest. If the correlation is high, the measure is considered valid for that criterion. The results of empirical evidence of this study provide support for hypothesis testing in which relationship value has a positive correlation with sales collaboration and business performance. Therefore, criterion-related validity is assessed by checking the correlation coefficients between scores of relationship value, sales collaboration, and business performance. The measurement of criterion-related validity is conducted through structural equation modeling analysis. The findings of this study support the hypothesis and show that there is a positive correlation between relationship value and sales collaboration (r=0.83 and p< 0.01) and business performance (r= 0.71 and p< 0.01), which is shown in Figure 4 . 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMENDATIONS
The results of surveys suggest that a valid instrument measure relationship value in principal-retailer context. Relationship value consists of four dimensions. It can be measured by using 23 questionnaire items, which are demonstrated reliability and construct validity. It is interesting to notice that the findings suggest personal, financial, knowledge, and strategic value as part of the construct of relationship value. This result supports the research conducted by Biggeman and Buttle (2005) . The principal has to pay attention to the four factors. Relationship value is expected to have a positive impact on distributor performance, which can be defined as tangible achievement from the result of the relationship itself. The result of Nguyen and Nguyen's research (2011) show that relationship value has a positive impact on distributor performance as indicated by sales growth, profit growth and an increase in market share of principal products. High relationship value received by the distributor will lead to efficient transactions such as shorter response times, advantages in logistics management, efficient and effectiveness of distributor in serving customers (Canon and Homburg, 2001) .
The implication for marketing researchers is when measuring relationship values in different contexts. It is necessary to develop procedures for making valid instruments (as in this research). It should be considered the context in which relationship values are measured so that it requires several pre-tests by business practitioners. It does not mean that current measurements can only be used in one setting. The accurate design ensures that many instruments can be used in different contexts. In short, the measurement of relationship value developed in this research is an important step in expanding our understanding of how to develop better instruments.
The steps of relationship value identified may also be useful for principals in Indonesia. Principals who want to improve their performance need to do value creation. Companies must be able to create relationship value to customers. It is to create and maintain relationships that grow into stronger and more sustainable bonds. This relationship value can influence commitment, trust, and customer satisfaction with the company. In the long-term, this relationship will increase customer's loyalty and enable Therefore, it is a must to evaluate the potential of value creation of each party because each relationship has an optimal configuration that allows partners to maximize the value obtained. There is no single strategy in collaboration. It is because performance is related to value understanding, then performance improvement depending on how much value they want to get from that relationship.
Furthermore, this research shows that relationship value has a positive effect on sales collaboration. Company's predominance is gained from marketing cooperation that is oriented towards creating harmonious relationships through relationship value and sales collaboration. It will increase business performance. Principals will gain profit from an increased turnover of retail sales, expanding market share, increasing profits, the growing popularity of companies in the industry or final customer, increasing final customers, and companies will always be in innovative conditions. Moreover, this research reveals that market orientation affects supplier partnership levels positively. It can be said that market-oriented retailers need support from supplier to implement their marketing strategies effectively. Retailers are not only involved in activities that support their strategies but also they choose suppliers that support their strategies. Min, et al. (2008) , stated that collaboration is not only about sharing information, but also it is simultaneously a decision-making and problem solving. Sharing information is one of many processes that allow sharing of risks, rewards, and responsibilities in making decisions jointly. To succeed in the collaborative relationship is partners have the same goals and make some efforts together. The higher the competition occurred, the more difficult for a partner to develop a relationship with retailers. It happens when they only prioritize price and quality of products. Building collaboration between principals and retailers can occur with the creation of value between two parties. On the other hand, both of them appreciate what they can get from another party. However, each party also appreciates what they can offer to another party.
LIMITATION AND FURTHER RESEARCH
The context of this research is limited to paint industry in Indonesia, with the result that cannot be generalized to other industries and countries. The researcher hopes that future research that replicated this research in other national countries and industries will make an important contribution to knowledge in enhancing our understanding of relationship value and sales collaboration.
